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Evaluation of Water Quality in Qingcaosha
Reservoir of Shanghai

ZHOU Chao' , GAO Naiyun', ZHAO Shijia'? , CHU Wenhai®
(1. State Key Laboratory of Pollution Control and Resource Reuse,
Tongji University, Shanghai 200092, China; 2. Suzhou City Water
Company, Suzhou 215000, China)

Abstract: The water quality survey was divided into four
parts such as conventional physical and chemical indicators,
Water
pollution index (WPI) was adopted to evaluate the water

organic matters, algaes and nutrients indicators.

quality. The results show that indicator changes are all linked
to the growth of algaes in water. Considering total nitrogen,
water quality of site 5 is even up to V inferior class, the
reservoir as a whole for IV class; without total nitrogen,
water quality of site 5 is above Il class, water quality of site 3
is above [[ Class, the reservoir as a whole for I class. The
Qingcaosha reservoir as a drinking water source can fully meet

water quality requirements.
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Tab.1 Water quality evaluation index
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Tab.2 Water quality evaluation of Site 2

BUHE H #9 Iy Iy I3 I I I I Domax Thenax
4H15H 20.0 — 26.1 — 4.0 75.2 28.8 75.2 28.7
5H 18 H 20.0 20.0 26.5 — 10. 7 65. 6 21.5 65. 6 26.5
6 H15H 20.0 20. 8 22.9 — 10. 7 71.2 20.5 71.2 22.9
7H13H 20.0 20.0 25.3 20.0 20.7 72.0 12.3 72.0 25.3
7H28H 20.0 — 22.0 20.0 20. 0 92.0 22.2 92.0 22.0
8H 13 H 20.0 20.0 22.0 20.0 31.1 86. 8 27.1 86. 8 31.1
8H27H 20.0 — 22.9 20.0 23.3 83.6 34.9 83.6 34.9
9H 16 H 20.0 20.0 47,2 20.0 16. 1 62.0 32.5 62. 0 47,2
9H 28 H 20.0 20.0 28.8 20.0 17.2 60. 8 25.4 60. 8 28.8

10H 29 H 20.0 20.0 28.9 — 11.1 44,0 37.7 44,0 37.7

11 H25H 20.0 20.0 28. 6 37.2 11.9 53.0 26.3 53.0 37.2

12H 29 H 20.0 20.0 30.6 20.0 25.9 72. 8 24. 8 72.8 30. 6

H:In~ In 22500 2 5 & pH, DO, CODMn s BODs s 4., TN, TP 875 B35 30 TomaxH 2 5 S A HE MBI PER G555 1 2o Ky 2 5 EAALTT
AP GER; LT 3
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Tab.3 Water quality evaluation of Site 3

HokE H In Iz I Iss Iz I Iy T3max Tinax
4H15H 20.0 20.0 25.3 — 5.3 80. 4 29.0 80. 4 29.0
5H18H 20.0 20.0 20. 4 — 17.3 65.2 23.0 65. 2 23.0
6 H15H 20.0 24,3 22.0 — 6.7 71. 6 21.5 71.6 24,3
7H13H 20.0 23.3 27. 8 20.0 18.7 78.0 16. 3 78.0 27.8
7H28H 20.0 31.3 22.0 20.0 21.1 84.0 23.2 84.0 31.3
8H 13 H 20.0 20.0 26. 1 20.0 16. 4 89.2 28.4 89. 2 28.4
8H27TH 20.0 20.0 18.0 20.0 14.9 82.0 31.8 82.0 31.8
9H 16 H 20.0 20.0 32.8 20.0 18. 4 75.2 38.0 75.2 38.0
9H 28 H 20.0 20.0 35.2 20.0 14.9 54.0 27.8 54.0 35.2

10H 29 H 20.0 20.0 28.5 — 13. 4 44,0 28.1 44,0 28.5

11825 H 20.0 20.0 17.1 27.2 14.1 48. 6 21.9 48. 6 21.9

12H 29 H 20.0 20.0 29. 4 20.0 26. 2 74. 4 22.3 74. 4 29.4

2.2.3 45 UK BEEF 4 B B AR I~V 26 KA R I~1I

MR 4 ATH1,4 SR B A Iwe B &K N 95.6,7K  2K;pH 2 128;D0 J I~ (1 26 TP A B4 11 3K;
Fisg V2K Ive {6 /N Jg 48. 0, KB B TIE 2K, 3 CODwy Ay I~ 11283 BOD;s #4924 128.4 5578 4 A 15
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Tab.4 Water quality evaluation of Site 4

e H Iy Iy Iz o Iis Lis Iz Limax Timax
4H15H 20.0 20.0 25.3 — 2.7 95. 6 32.8 95. 6 32.8
5H 18 H 20.0 20.0 18. 8 — 14.0 67.2 23.8 67.2 23.8
6 H15H 20.0 26.4 18. 8 — 16.0 74.8 21.5 74. 8 26.4
7H13H 20.0 20.0 31.0 20.0 21.4 77.6 8.2 77.6 31.0
7H28H 20.0 40.2 20. 4 20.0 21.0 80.0 14.5 80. 0 40,2
8HI13H 20.0 20.0 28.6 20.0 21.7 92.8 31.6 92.8 31.6
8H27TH 20.0 — 18.0 20.0 14.1 85.6 36.9 85. 6 36.9
9H 16 H 20.0 20.0 27.2 20.0 18.9 60. 0 28.3 60. 0 28.3
9H 28 H 20.0 20.0 55.2 20.0 20. 7 61.2 27.8 61.2 55.2

10H 29 H 20.0 21.3 36.3 — 10. 3 48.0 26. 4 48.0 36.3

11H 25 H 20.0 20.0 26.9 20.0 10. 3 50.5 21.2 50.5 26.9

12H 29 H 20.0 20.0 26.9 20.0 23.6 72.6 22.0 72.6 26.9
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Tab.5 Water quality evaluation of Site 5

HokE H I5 I52 I3 I Iss Is6 Is7 Tsmax I5max
4H15H 20.0 20.0 41.3 — 8.0 90.0 29.5 90. 0 41.3
5H 18 H 20.0 20.0 40. 8 — 9.3 100. 8 35.3 100. 8 40.8
6 H15H 20.0 37.7 49. 8 — 13.3 96. 8 33.5 96. 8 49.8
7H13H 20.0 44,0 55.3 20.0 31.4 88.0 31.3 88.0 55.3
7H28H 20.0 24.1 55.3 23.6 35.6 96.0 34.6 96. 0 55.3
8H 13 H 20.0 52.0 49. 8 42.0 26. 2 86. 8 38.1 86. 8 49,8
8H27TH 20.0 — 45.7 20.4 22.3 91.2 51.5 91.2 51.5
9H 16 H 20.0 31.5 56.0 70.5 17.1 76.0 46.0 76.0 56.0
9H 28 H 20.0 20.0 63.0 60. 5 22.7 80.0 45.8 80. 0 63.0

10H 29 H 20.0 20.0 31.4 — 14.1 56.0 41.3 56. 0 41.3

11H 25 H 20.0 20.0 24.5 44,0 15.6 51.5 30.7 51.5 44,0

12H 29 H 20.0 20.0 28. 6 20.0 29.1 49. 3 30.0 49,3 30.0

2.2.5 65 SUKEEM flubst i) K B AE I ~ IV 2 Z ), AR A S AL &
{1 6 FTK1.6 B 4% S T (A 96,0,k 4L, pH. DO 15 4 8 F 4 5., 303K % BOD . TP,

iR V2 Iwm{E B/ 44, 0, K BEX N A T 2K, 3
B 6 5 R BVESE bR T~V 26 A I~1126;pH
R 125;D0 R 128, TP FA4 |k 11 28 ; CODy, ZE A
bR T2, BODs A b 1KE. 6 57 4 A

CODu,. W W /K BB i iy B 1] % 10 A 29 H AN 11
H 25 H. RZ R ERFEmE, BT 9 H 16 H, KKk
WFE 12 b BRI 2K L b, S22t LA AR K
TR Hb O ELR .
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Tab.6 Water quality evaluation of Site 6
GER: Is Is2 Is3 Iss Iss Ise Ier Tomax Tbmax
4H15H 20.0 — 31.5 — 13.3 81.2 33.3 81.2 33.3
5H18H 20.0 20.0 23.7 — 26.9 65. 6 23.8 65. 6 26.9
6 H15H 20.0 20.0 30.2 — 12.0 75.2 23.0 75.2 30.2
7HI13H 20.0 20.0 27.8 20.0 17.1 87.6 16. 3 87.6 27.8
7H28H 20.0 20.0 26.9 20.0 18.7 68. 0 27.4 68. 0 27.4
8H 13 H 20.0 20.0 24.5 20.0 18.7 92.0 30. 3 92.0 30.3
8H2TH 20.0 — 27.8 20.0 27.5 79.0 39.0 79.0 39.0
9H 16 H 20.0 20.0 48.8 20.0 16. 8 64. 0 32.5 64. 0 48.8
9H 28 H 20.0 20.0 42. 4 20.0 23.4 96. 0 32.9 96. 0 32.9
10 H 29 H 20.0 20.0 39.6 — 10.3 44,0 37.6 44,0 39.6
11 A 25H 20.0 20.0 35.9 39.6 10. 3 52.2 23.9 52.2 39.6
12 H 29 H 20.0 20.0 21.2 20.0 23.0 65. 6 22.5 65. 6 23.0

MR 7 AH,7 5 BR IwelHi KR 87. 6, &
TKIKFRE V 255 Lim {H B /N R 40. 8, 7K XTI Ay 11T

XU 7 SRR AN I~V 2K JA2 8 I~11
2;pH M 128, D0 FAR ok 138 TP HeA oy 1128
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Tab.7 Water quality evaluation of Site 7

BURE B In In; Ins Iny Ins Ins Iz Irinax Trinax
4H15H 20.0 — 39.5 — 6. 7 87.6 28.5 87.6 39.5
5H 18 H 20.0 20.0 22.0 — 12.0 61.6 22.8 61.6 22.8
6 H15H 20.0 36.0 30.2 — 14,7 77.6 23.0 77.6 36.0
7H13H 20.0 23.3 27.8 20.0 14.1 87.6 23.2 87.6 27.8
7H28H 20.0 20.0 24.5 20.0 24.9 68.0 42.0 68. 0 42.0
8HI13H 20.0 20.0 25.3 20.0 29.5 87.6 31.0 87.6 31.0
8H27TH 20.0 — 31.8 20.0 23.3 75.2 44,9 75.2 44,9
9H 16 H 20.0 20.0 30. 4 20.0 15.9 68.0 42. 4 68. 0 42. 4
9H 28 H 20.0 20.0 36.0 20.0 17.9 56.0 36.0 56.0 36.0

10H 29 H 20.0 20.0 26.4 — 12.6 40. 8 36. 4 40. 8 36.4

11H 25 H 20.0 20.0 28.6 26.4 13.4 42.7 29.9 42.7 29.9

12H 29 H 20.0 20.0 23.7 20.0 28.5 50.1 28.0 50.1 28.5
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